
I FCC-MAILROOM Eric McMiller 
7513 61st Street, RidgewoodNew York 11385-6123 

February 02,2006 01 : 18 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Federal Communications Commission: 

I'm sure you've received letters such as this one before. But I am making sure to send this 
because it is important to me. I cannot afford to pay more for my prepaid wireless plan - it's 
expensive enough already! Please continue reading the following: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service h n d  burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Eric McMiller 7513 61st Street Ridgewood, NY 11386 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

cc: 

Senator Charles Schumer 
Representative Nydia Velazquez 
Senator Hillary Clinton 



1 RECEIVED & INSPEG LA 
1126 N. 900 St. 
Edgewood, IL 62426 
Februaly 7,2006 

FEB 2 3 2006 

FCC I FCC-MAILROOM 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin 
445 1Zth st. sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Mr. Martin: 

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose your plans to 
change the way monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund. 

It is my understanding that you are proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) 
collection methodology from a "pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee.'' The flat- 
fee system would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, long- 
distance users in the US.  Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high volume users 
-- like big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers-- is unfair, and just another 
example of our government watching out for big business rather than its citizens. I urge you to 
rethink this flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43 million of 
low-volume, long-distance users in the U.S. 

Sincerely, 

Keith R. lngram 
1126 N. 900 St. 
Edgewood, IL 62426 
Email: emptypocketsl @frontiemet.net 

- . . .  .. . . .̂  ...~ . ,. . 

mailto:frontiemet.net


I FCC-MAILROW Margaret Wilson 
7559 Parrish St. , North Port, Florida 34287 

January 30,2006 12:06 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear &om me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would hear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 
n 

cc. 

Senator Bill Nelson 
Representative Katherine Harris 
Senator Me1 Martinez 



RECEIVED & INSPECTEL 
I 

FEB 2 3 2006 

FCC - MAILROOM 
Thomas J Streppone 
2020 Hone Avenue, Bronx, New York 10461-1312 

February 15,2006 09:22 AM F c-c 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Kevin J. Martin's plans to change the way 
monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund. 

Chairman Martin is proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection 
methodology from a "pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee.'' The flat-fee system 
would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, long-distance 
users in the U.S. Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high volume users -- like 
big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers- is unfair. I urge Chairman 
Martin to rethink his flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43 
million of low-volume, long-distance users in the U.S. 

Please pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know that your 
constituents have contacted you to oppose a USF numbers or flat-fee plan. Thank you for your 
continued work. I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J Streppone 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 


